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Tins Application lias been carefully reviewed 111 light of the Office Action mailed or. 
Jul) 3. 21103. Applicant respectful!} requests reconsideration and favorable action in tins 

Interview Summary 

Applicant notes with appreciation the telephone conference with Supervisor) 
F:\aminer 01 ik Chaudluiri on Mav 21. 2003. in which the Supervisory L:\aininer agreed to 
issue a new final Oflice Action to address a limitation of Claim 18 that u as not addressed in 
the previous Oflice Actions. It is noted that the "Interview Summarv" issued bv the 
Kxamincr that summarizes the telephone conference incorrectly identifies a "C'uaiies Sun" as 
Applicant's representative who conducted the telephone conference. Instead, the Interview 
Summary should identify "Brad Williams" as Applicant's representative who conducted the 
telephone conference w ith Supervisory F.xaimner Cfuuidhuri on May 27. 2003. 

Section 103 Rejections 

The l-.xammer rejects Claims 1-4. 5. 7-11. 12. 13-20. 21. and 22-2S under 35 l.'.S.C. 
$ 103(a) as being unpatentable over C.S. Patent No. 5.35<».484 issued to Gardner, ct al. 
C\iiirdncr "i in view of C.S. Patent No. 5.736.002 issued to Allen, el al. ("Allen"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses these rejections lb 1 ' reasons pro\ ided below . 

Claim IS is allowable because a combination of the cited references does not show 
"exposing the electronic device to a plasma and at least one other gas selected from the 
"roup of inert gases and nitrogen , the plasma converting an unmasked portion of the 
conductive layer into a compound and the at least one other gas enhancing the conversion 
into the compound . . . ." | emphasis added | as recited b\ Claim IX. Supervisor) I Examiner 
Chaudhuri had agreed to issue a new Oflice .Action to address this missing limitation of 
Claim IS because the previous Office Actions have failed to do so However, the new Office 
Action issued by the I'vaminer in response to this agreement continues to makes no 
mention of this missing limitation Instead, the newly-issued Office Action addresses the 
rejection of dependent Claims 23-20. which was not even mentioned during the telephone 
conference (see the "Interview Summary" of the Oflice Action where Claim IS is clearl) 
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indicated us the subject mallei- of the telephone conference). Further. Claims 23-26 modif> 
the scope of the "plasma" of Claim IS. and not the "at least one other gas" that is used in 
conjunction with the "plasma." Because the f.xaminer once again remains completely silent 
regarding this missing limitation. e\en after his Supervisor) l:\uminer has agreed that this 
missing limitation was not addressed in the pre\ious Office Action, it is incontro\ erlible that 
the Lxammer failed to make a prima facie showing that supports his rejection of Claim IS 
and Claim I S is allowable. 

In the spirit of cooperation with the PTO and to ad\ance the prosecution of this case. 
Applicant also addresses the argument (hat Supervisor) Kxaminer Chaudhuri agreed to 
include in the new l\-issued Office Action but did not. During the telephone conference on 
May 27. Supervisory I'vaminer Chaudhuri stated that this missing iin'iiiuiiuu of Claim iS is 
shown by the ions listed in Tables ll-Vl of Gardner because the listed ions may be used as 
the ". . . at least one other gas [that enhances the conversion of an unmasked porlion of" the 
conductive layer into a compound]." However, as described below, this argument is not 
supported by the teachings of Gardner. 

In fact. Gardner describes the ions listed in Tables ll-Vl as means for creating 
plasma, but does not teach using one or more of these ions to enhance the formation of a 
compound. For example, column 7. lines S- 1 7 of Gardner describes forming plasma by 
introducing oxygen gas (ion) into a pressure controlled system, which is then used in 
conjunction with a metal to fomi a particular compound. 1 hen in column S. lines 2S-3o. 
Gardner introduces fables ll-Yl as lists of oilier examples of ions (plasma) that ma)- be used 
m conjunction with particular types of metal to form particular compounds. Although 
Gardner teaches creating plasma using the listed ions. Gardner does not teach or suggest 
using an\ of the listed ions in conjunction with an existing plasma to enhance the 
formation of compound Further, no portion of Gardner or Mien would motivate a skilled 
artisan to modify the teachings of Gardner to use these listed ions as "at least one other gas . . 
'" of Claim IS. and to date. Applicant has not received an> indication from the I'xaminer that 
such a motivation is shown in some portion of the cited references or knowledge generally 
available to one skilled in the art. as rci)uired b\ the M.P.F P A mere list of ions, w ithout 
more, cannot be said to show motivation to use these ions in a manner specifically recited by 
Claim 18 In fact, in some embodiments of the present invention, using "at least one other 
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gas . . '" in conjunction with llio ""plasma'* of ( i.um IN ;s advantageous because the speed of 
compound formation may be either increased to speed up the compound formation or 
decreased to better control the shape of a condi:cli\e laser. The cited references do not 
benefit from such an adv antage or surest that their respective teachings may he modified to 
benefit from such an advantage. I bus. Claim IS is allowable. Reconsideration ami favorable 
action arc requested. 

Claim 1 is allowable over a combination of Allen and (ninlncr because the 
combination does not teach or suggest " exposing the semiconductor device to a plasma 
using a plasma deposition reactor , the plasma converting the unmasked portions of the 
conducive layer into a compound." (emphasis added | lis recited bs Claim I The fxaminer 

inaccurate characterization of an ion implanier. As well known in the art. an ion implanter 
does not expose a device directly to plasma , and thus cannot meet the missing limitation of 
"exposing the semiconductor device to a plasma . .." as recited by Claim 1. For example, 
column 4. line 50 ■ column 5. line 33 of (lardnvr, which describes figures 3A-3D that 
illustrate ion implantation, does not mention the use of any plasma, (lor a simpler 
illustration of this point, compare figure 2B of Cutnlncr with figure 3B of (nirdncr. figure 
3B does not show the cloud |o illustrating plasma. Rather, it shows arrow 12 illustrating an 
ion beam). Another well known and significant difference between an ion implanter and a 
plasma deposition reactor is that an ion implanter generally operates at a power level greater 
than 20.000 V, while a plasma deposition reactor generally operates at a power level less than 
approximately 3d V. In some embodiments of" the present invention, using a plasma 
deposition reactor to start a reaction between plasma and a substrate to form a compound is 
advantageous because the lower energy range associated with the plasma deposition reactor 
causes less damage to the semiconductor device. The cited references do not benefit from 
such an adv antage or suggest that their respective teachings may be modified to benefit from 
such an advantage. In fact, it would not he obvious for one skilled in the art to substitute an 
ion implanter with a plasma deposition reactor to benefit from such an adv antage because, as 
well known in the art. a plasma deposition reactor is generally used in the industry to deposit 
a layer of material over a substrate and not lor starting a reaction with a substrate to form a 
compound over the substrate. Thus, the l\xamincr's argument that an ion implanier of 
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(ian/ner shows a plasma deposition rcacto of Claim 1 i> incorrect and Claim 1 is allowable. 
Reconsideration and favorable action are i\ quested. 

Clauv, II is allowable o\er the cited references lor reasons analogous lo iho>e 
provided m conjunction with Claims KS aijid 1. Spectllcall} . the eiled references Jo not 
disclose "exposing the electronic de\ ice to a, plasma using a plasma deposition reactor and ai 
least one other gas selected from the group ijf inert gases and nitrogen, the plasma converting 
the unmasked portions of the conductive lavjr into a compound and the at least one other gas 
enhancing the conversion into the compoutuj . . . ." as recited b\ Claim 1 I . Reconsideration 
and favorable actions are requested. j 

As depending from allowable independent Claims I. 11. and IS. the respective 
dependent Claims 2-10 I ">-l7. and ! l >-?a ar] also allowable. Rccoiisiuo ui.uu and i'avorabie 
action arc requested. 



Section 102 Rejections 

Tlie l"\aininer rejects Claims 3 I and Sunder 35 l.S.C. >■ 1 "2(b) as being anticipated 
In Allen. Applicant respect fulls traverses th $e rejections for reasons provided below. 

Claim 3 1 is allow able because Allen citjes not show "exposing, bv a plasma deposition 
reactor, the device to a plasma, the plasma coiu erting the unmasked portion of the conductive 
layer into a compound . . .." as recited bv (Jlaiin 31. As he did in the previous, non-lma! 
Office Action, the hxammer identifies a plasta metal etcher described m column °. line 2S 
of Allen as show ing a plasma deposition reader of Claim 31. This is w rong. It is a w ell- 



understood notion in the field of art dial a pi 
two different devices designed to perform 
before m a previous Response and suggested h 
etcher is used lo etch awav or remove a lave 
used to deposit a layer. Also, whereas a pi; 
range of "few volts" (approximate!} 30 vo'.ts 
range of "lew ten volts" (approximate!} 5o to (I 
with Claim 1. the lower power level of a plasm 
damage to the semiconductor device. ITir.il e. 



a etcher and a plasma deposition reactor are 
npletely opposite functions. As explained 
be respectiv e names of the dev ices, a plasma 
uul a plasma deposition reactor is generally 
la deposition reactor operates m an energy 
less), a plasma etcher operates in an energv 
I) volts). As explained above in conjunction 
position reactor reduces the probabihiv of 
n light of these well known differences 
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induslrv (o deposit a !au-r and nol lo start a reaction between plasma and a substrate, one 
skilled in the art would r.ol consider^ it obvious to modify the teachings of Allen in 
substituting a plasma deposition react* A w itli a plasma etcher for compound formation. 
Therefore. Claim 31 is allowable. Reconsideration and favorable action are requested. 

(.'hum 32 is allowable over Allen bl-ause Allen does not teach or suggest "exposing 
the device to a plasma having an energy leve\ol'appro\imately 3o volts or below, the plasma 
converting the unmasked portion ol the conductive hner into a compound. . .." as recited b> 
Claim 32. Neither iinnlner nor Allen shows this vnissing limitation, and the lixaminer does 
not assert that the cited references show this hmitatiov. In fact, the Examiner's rejection of 
Claim 32 in this Office Action is identical to the p W jous rejection of the unamended 
version i>f Claim 32, >*h.ich did not include this rat site g iiniitaiimi. Tiuis, liicrc is no 
question that the present Office Action does not address thVnissing limitation. Absent any 
indication that this missing limitation is shown in some retV ncc CTaim 32 is allowable. 
Reconsideration and favorable action are requested. \ 
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Applicant has now made an earnest attempt k> place (his case in condition for 
immediate allowance. for the foregoing reasons and lor oilier apparent reason*. Applicant 
respectfully requests full allowance of all pending claims. 

II' 1-Aaminer he!ie\cs that prosecution of ihis Application would be ad\anced b\ 
discussing the Application with Applicant's i cprescntuin e. a telephone call to the 
undersigned is strongly encouraged. 

No additional fee is believed to he due. However, the Commissioner is hereby 
autlion/ed to charge any lee or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-0384 of 
Baker Bolts LLP. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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